
Before the  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D., C. 

PUBLIC HEARING -- March 23, 1966 

Appeal No, 8657 V i r g i l  Heistand, appe l l an t ,  

The Zoning Administrator  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee ,  

On motion duly made seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  wi th  
M r ,  Arthur B. Hatton not p a r t i c i p a t i n g ,  t h e  following Order was entered  
a t  t h e  meeting of t he  Board on March 30, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER -- May 5, 1966 

ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  a  var iance  from t h e  minimum l o t  a r e a  and width 
requirements of t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t  t o  permit e r e c t i o n  of 4 s i n g l e  family 
dwellings a t  736-38-40 - 9 t h  S t r e e t ,  SE., l o t s  45, 814, and 815, square 
950, be granted. 

From t h e  record and t h e  evidence adduced a t  t h e  publ ic  hearing,  t h e  
Board f inds  t h e  following f a c t s  : 

(1) Appellant 's  l o t s  f r o n t  on 9 t h  S t r e e t  and have t h e  following 
dimensions: Lot 45 has a  f ron tage  of 32.8 f e e t ,  l o t  814 has a f rontage  
of 16 f e e t ,  and l o t  815 has  a  f ron tage  of 20 f e e t ,  Each of t h e  l o t s  has 
a  depth of 100.10% fee t .  

(2) Lot 45 conta ins  3295 square f e e t  of land, l o t  814 cohta ins  1614 
square f e e t  of land, and l o t  815 conta ins  2017 square f e e t  of land. 

(3) Appellant proposes t o  e r e c t  four  s i n g l e  family dwellings wi th  a 
17.2 foo t  f rontage  f o r  each s t ruc tu re .  Each of t h e  houses would have a  
depth of 45 f e e t  w i th  a  p a t i o  and parking extending t o  t h e  r e a r  l o t  l ine .  
The r e a r  of each l o t  abuts  a  30-foot pub l i c  a l l e y ,  

(4) Sec t ion  3301,l of t h e  Zoning Regulations r equ i re s  t h a t  each l o t  
i n  t h e  R-4 D i s t r i c t  s h a l l  be 1800 square f e e t  i n  a rea  and 18 f e e t  i n  width. 

(5) The average l o t  i n  the  immediate neighborhood has a  width of 16 
f e e t  and an a rea  of approximately 1500 square f e e t ,  

( 6 )  The Capi to l  H i l l  Res tora t ion  Soc ie ty  and t h e  Capi to l  H i l l  South- 
e a s t  Ci t izens  Associat ion have expressed t h e i r  support  f o r  t h e  g ran t ing  of 
t h i s  appeal,  

(7) There was no oppos i t ion  t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of t h i s  appeal  expressed 
a t  t h e  pub l i c  hearing,  

OPINION : 

We a r e  of t h e  opinion t h a t  appe l l an t  has  proved a hardship  wi th in  the  
meaning of t h e  provis ions  of t h e  var iance  c lause  of t h e  Zoning Regulations 
and t h a t  a  den ia l  of t h e  requested r e l i e f  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  pecu l i a r  and 
exceptional  p r a c t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and an  undue hardship  upon the  owner. 
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OPINION cont 'd  

We f u r t h e r  f i n d  t h  
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. a t  a p p e l l a n t ' s  proposed l o t s  would be con IS is t e n t  ' 
wi th  e x i s t i n g  l o t s  i n  t h e  immediate neighborhood and t h a t  t h e  g ran t ing  
of t h i s  va r i ance  w i l l  no t  do v io l ence  t o  t h e  Zoning Regulat ions and Map 
and w i l l  be c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  purpose and i n t e n t  of t h e  Zoning Regulations.  
The g ran t ing  of  t h i s  appea l  w i l l  no t  have any adverse a f f e c t  upon neigh- 
bor ing  o r  ad j acen t  property.  


